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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Robert Earl Harris appeals his conviction after a jury trial for one
count of conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute and to distrib-
ute cocaine in violation of 21 U.S.C. § 846 (1994), and seven counts
of distribution of cocaine in violation of 21 U.S.C.§ 841(a)(1) (1994).
Harris alleges ineffective assistance of counsel and also claims that
the district court erred in sentencing him. Because we find that the
record does not conclusively show ineffective assistance of counsel
and because we conclude that the district court did not commit plain
error in sentencing Harris, we affirm.

First, Harris claims that his rights under the Sixth Amendment
were denied by his counsel's performance at trial and sentencing.
Specifically, Harris asserts that his counsel's failure to cross-examine
Government witnesses on their plea agreements, failure to challenge
the drug quantity calculations in the presentence report, and failure to
ask the court to make specific findings of fact regarding the amount
of drugs attributable to Harris amounted to ineffective assistance of
counsel. Harris contends that his counsel's actions actually prejudiced
him because, as a result, the sentencing court concluded that more
than 500 grams of cocaine were attributable to him and therefore sen-
tenced him to a mandatory sentence of ten years' imprisonment. We
find that ineffective assistance of counsel does not plainly appear on
the face of the record, and therefore we decline to address the claims.
See United States v. DeFusco, 949 F.2d 114, 120-21 (4th Cir. 1991)
(finding that ineffective assistance claims are generally not cognizable
on direct appeal and are more properly brought in motion pursuant to
28 U.S.C.A. § 2255 (West 1994 & Supp. 1997)).

Additionally, Harris contends that the district court erred by failing
to specifically state on the record the basis for its findings of fact
regarding the amount of drugs attributable to Harris. Because Harris
did not object to the sentencing court's calculation of the drug quan-
tity attributable to him, we review the record for plain error. United
States v. Ford, 88 F.3d 1350, 1355 (4th Cir.), cert. denied, 65
U.S.L.W. 3369 (U.S. Nov. 18, 1996) (No. 96-6379). A review of the
record reveals that the district court based its findings of fact regard-
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ing the exact amount of drugs attributable to Harris on the evidence
presented at trial and on the calculations found in the presentence
report, and we determine that the district court did not plainly err in
sentencing Harris. See United States v. Olano , 507 U.S. 725, 734-35
(1993).

Accordingly, we affirm. We dispense with oral argument because
the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materi-
als before the court and argument would not aid the decisional pro-
cess.

AFFIRMED
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